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A . SECTION ©ONE

INTRODUCTION
. ; ~ [

Disseminators within the Nationalqlnstitute of Bducation's (NIE)
Regional Program have become -involved in a widp variety of activities

aimed at iméroving education through fa ilitaéion of the widespread use
of effective practices and products. Those.ﬁho have designed and .
.implemented myr iad dissemiq9tion efforts, both in the Research and
Development Exchange (RDx) and within State Dissemination Capacity:
Building Projects, have now begun to attempt to aséess the impact of
their efforts. This jﬁin was produced by Northwest Regional Educationgl

Laboratory's Dissemination Support Service (DSS) to aid disseminators in

that task.

Purpose of the Guide

‘e

. The guide's primary purpose is. to assist disseminators in their

efforts to evaluate impact by,prqxiding suggested approaches within a

s

+ framewqrk. - Although a number of major studies ;egarding’dissemination

.

evaluation have been published, reference guides for planning and ¢

conducting evaluation are not readily available.

One important point should be noéed,at'the outset; the guide is not
intanded to help in writing objectives, but to work with objectives
y ) .
alreaddy defined. It is an objective-based effort, based on the

assumption that existing written objectives aré-va;id.

Overview of the Guide' . y

There are five major sections in the guide:

”
»

Section One provides an introduction and overview.

dection Two reviews the general definitions in use regarding

dissemination.

‘-
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Guide Parameters

{ . °
.Dissemination itself is viewed as being a process by which R&D

Section Three providgs:a framework for determining impact .
» 4 - . -
and includes(evaldﬁtive questions to be addressed throughout the process. \
y

Section- Four provides an exampié of the applicﬁtion of the
framework using+a fictional situation.

___Section Pive provides a summary.

The Appendix contains an annotated list of resources. , v

.

Impact evaluation is an emerging interest. Because of this, several

: v’ \ . .
major issues will. remain unresolved. First, no clear, universally"

-

" . ES ®
accepted definition of impact exists at this time in regard to o v
T . ) : ,
dissemination activities., Por the purposes of this guide, impact can be

N . . <
interpreted to mean the result of dissemination aqsivities.

-»

"information--matarials, projects, methods, and so on--is moyed from where

2

it originates to the potential user. The result of any disseminator's

efforts can be catégorized as effecting positive chénge, negative change,

-

or no‘chaﬁgé; Thé important ‘point is that the evaluation design should

accommodate a process by which a determination can be made ‘as ta/;hethe:
N

any(iﬁpact occurred and its positive or negative extent. othé&t complex

considerations also-emter into the impdct definition.® Many other factors

%

may attenuate the treatment; and methodology, because of the emerging
state of the art, may not be well defined. A major complicating factor,
T -

as always, is cdost limitations. Another factor is the ‘time elapsed from®

treatment to effect to later evaluation. The organizational level at
/ )
which impact should be measured (primary, tertiary, and so on), and

. C e o . .
whether any assessment of -impact must take into account attitudinal as

well as behayiorir changes. are additional factors to be considered.

D

Decisions regarding management of these factors must be left up Xo

\ 2 ’
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. . .

.individuals in determining their evaluation strategies, Despite these
complications, however, it is envisioned that the guide will'provide

recipients with useful ideas for detérmin}ng the impact of their
N [}

dissemination activities.
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SECTION TWO

// ’ QVERVIEW. OF DISSEMINATION

. v

L] hd .

Pheré has been considerable discussion and debate regarding what [
4 : )

constitutes, dissemination. Foér purposes of this guide and its téeatment

* of. impact evaldékion, the range of activities described by the

-

Disseﬁination Analysis Group (DAG) was accepted as the general definition

~»
° . of what consitutes dissemination. Other descriptions and defimitions
were also reviewed in order to maintain a broad view. The i@portant
’ ) /—
, "point is that disseminators strive to assist in the improvement of

- education91 efforts:; the ac;i&ities in which théy engage are the
legitimate processes to assess in impact evaluation,
The classifications system advanced by DAG includes:
. ,

.- ’ Level 1: Spread. The one-way distribution of knowledge in all its

b L]

forms, inciuding information, products, ideas and materials. Examples

are publications and general mailings. ~

« , -

z Level 2: Exchange. The two- or multi-way flow of information,

ﬁ producté, ideas and’materialé. Examples are conferences and site visits.

\

Level 3: Choeice. The facilitation of consideration and selection

‘among .those ideas, materials, bractices; and other knowledge that can be
. .

used for educational improvement. Examples are traveling exhibits and

N

1 @

\\ ‘catalogs comparing altérnatives. ' ' \

PY 4 Level 4s Implementation. The facilitation of adoption and \\\
L] . .
\

installation of improvements. Examples are consultation, technical \

assistance on site, and locally suited trainipng programs. \

E .

Another’, more recent, delineation of dissemination techniques devised

by Smith (1981) includes: ’

1. ng}ing (as in articles, books, newsletters, presentagfons, etc.)

.
- . . ' 4




® .
~ 2. Showing (using.audiovisual matériais .and ‘by demonstration)
3. 'Helping (through technical assistance and corfisultation)
o ° .
J
4. Training (s?rough workshops, courses, etc.)

5. Involving and intervening (wotrking with the adopter)

As Smith pointed out, developers and researchers very often think of’

o - .
dissemination primarily as telling, usually through printed materials,
- ' :
and not often enough as one or all of the other activities listed above.
’ . One of the difficulties 'in determining impéct or in designing
o . g
evaluation plans is -that some categoriies denote action by the
. T . ’
disseminator, while others indicate action by the practitioner. The
kinds of activities included range from those that move information from
PY AN
the R&D community to the practitiéne}s to full-scale training efforts.
This caveat is not intended to discourage evaluation planners; rather, it
is intended to convey a sense.of the complexity of the task aqd to
° . ) :
sugges! the need for careful and adequate planning.
L]
o
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. SECTION THREE

A FRAMEWORK FOR EVALUATING oo
THE. IMPACT OF DISSEMINATION SERVICES -

» \
‘ .

e | —
. ” Ve .
/o, " . . s .
The purpose'of'thié section is to provide a structure or framework

v

for evaluating the iTpdct of disseminatibn. This structure is comprised

t

of four damponents: o B _ .

1. Program Description .

\

2, Evaluation Focus

3. Data Collection and Analysis
4. Impact Assessment !

€ . . . \

The framework is presented in Table 1. Within each of the compbnents
»
are the stepé it encompasses. Each of these, in turn, is broken down
intd subquestiong to guide the eva}uation procedure. Fhe acgual content-
of the questions, their major émpﬁgéis, and the way the answers are

fotmulated'are matters yhich can be fully addressed only with reference

to a specific activity and the level of dissemination at which the

aisivity takes place. -(: ‘-
\
Program Description ) L e

The identification of these four elements constitubes 'the program
description:

e , What is qung disseminated? -

® To whom.is it being disseminated? ' .

® For what purpose? y -

-

® By what means? '
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A. FRAMEWORK FOR EVALUATING THE IMPACT- © RS
o ) / OF DISSEMINATION SERVICES : 4 )

. Program Description

‘A, Identify what it .is’'thdt is being disseminated.

1. What:services are provided? \
2.-What needs do théy address?
. 3. What influenced the decision to provide these services as opposed
» ) to others?
Al , ’
L B. 1Identify the retipient of the dissemination service.
1. who is the rec1p1ent? > -
2. Was the recipient involved'in defining the need for the service?
3. What is the recip¥ent's linkage to the dissemination process? .
4. What is the recipient's role and responsibility in the '
® v dissemination process? .

.C. Identify the objective of the dissemination. \
1. What is the primary intent of the dissemination?
X ) 2. What are the secondary intents of the dissemination? // .
Qe 3. What needs are to be met by the dissemination? . .
4. At what organizational level is impact intended? ' . N

D. I'dentify the design for the dissemination. /
1. What is the structural flow of the dissemination?
[ ) 2. What are the authority/responsibility relationships? ]
' ’ 3. What are the provisions for internal and external communication? .
4. Wwhat is the overall design of the dissemination program?
. ‘ . . ,
Evaluation Focus o

o . A. Identify the audience of the evaluatien information. -

1. Who wants evaluation information?
2. What do. they want to know? ~
3. Why do they want this information?

® B. Delineate the questions to be addressed. - ) ' .
. »
1. What specific questions are to be answered? J
- 2. What ‘success criteria will be used in determining the answers?
3. What will be the "evaluation unit of analysis--a single sefvice oi'/
. cluster of services?
. . ' ~- . -

)
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. " C. Assess practical issues in the evaluation. .
P e R ™S Are_ evaluation costs within the range of ava11ab1e funds?
o . r 2 What is the timeline for completing each step of the evaluation?
3. Can information gained .in prlor evaluations be coordinated with .
»

/ -

o - present needs? - )

‘ . D, Determine information sources and instruments. ‘
@ , 1. What 1nformat1on is needed to respond to the cglesuons?
2. Who can provide this information? , .
3. What data collection method will be used? T
4. Will an existing measurement instrument -be used or a new one
developed?
. 5. Will sampling be used?
o o 6. Will program implementatidn as well as px'ogram outcomes be’
measured? L

Data) Collection and Analysis

< S
A. Implement data collection plan. . .

LY ‘ .
Vo 1. Are there unforeseen difficulties in data collection?

2. Are unintended effects apparent durmg' data collecuon that are
1 ’ not provided for by the evaluation?

13

8

B. Analyze data. 4
o ' S
1. Is the analysis of data consistent with questions addressed?¢
2. Would it be useful to perform a secondary analysis--that is, to .
analyze the data in a different way to address different types;ji)

~ gquestions?
€ 1 2
o o ‘Impact Assessment ‘ ‘ -
[N .

]

N A. Dﬁermine"the impact through )the measurement instruments chosen.
- NI ’ . "
1. Wegre specific objectives, achieved? C (
' 2. Were there any positive unintended effects? ) ’
) \ 3. Were there any negative unintended effects?
) 4. Was th&program implemented as intended?
B. Draw Conclusions ' ) ' :
o ’ \&\ -
_ 1. ng close did thg_agtual impact come to the intended impact?
[ ) ' 2. Which factors faclilitated achievement "of objectives? Hindered?
/3. What was th{r()le of unintended effects?
4. What was the overall success of the service? 4
5. Which segments should be repeated? Discontinued? Refined? ‘

*




Whethei one is evaluating a system' of, dissemination ot.‘la component of -,

“

J
a system, it is 1mport.ant to provide a COmplete description of what it is

taat is being evaluated. The 1mpact of, the dissemmanon will be Judged,

=
L af least in part, m light of mformatiOn pmv1ded in the program & ™~

\‘\ ’ ‘ .

dgscription about goals and ob]ectives, designg and processes.

A worksheet is provided (Worksheet; l) to help organj.zé the program

’

v - L . .
; : d&scription. If several services are being provided and the evaluation ' L
- T ) ~ . ) v

- cannot cover "chem all, ‘enter a priority ranking to determine which are )

. . - . . .
v, . the most important evaluation targets. k '

~Evaluation Focus " . ‘ L

. . -‘
L ) g’?ocusing- the evaluation entails identifying the audience and purposes’

}for the evaluation, and specifying the ‘areas/c')f the 'program that will be
/

) @
the focus of the evaluation.. It also includes the gonsideration of
<~ ¥

pracelcal iss|#€s such_as cost and time, and the planning of data : ' .

.

3 . dollection and analysis: “ork‘feet 2 covers many of the major factors in
.

- a good evaluation plan. This sheet should be filled-out'as the plan is
v ‘developed. '
: Audience. When an evaluation is undeitaken, the planners need to

-

keep/in mind from the start who needs the information and what their
| ) needs are. In this way, the chances of eventual utilization of the
#Information can be mak}mized.‘ Of ten there are two or mogé'audiences,-one
of which is a g;imary audience. For example, a primary'audience.might be -
. -the funding agency, while the project directo£ or other host organizétion
adﬁinigtfaioré might consitute ggcondary aud;ences. Thése different

« audiences could have very different information ne.eds.‘ It would be to

the advantage of thq program director or the evaluation-team to°determine

'
o ‘ N ’
. . +
* ‘
«
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Worksheet 1
Program Description

/4

Dissemination Service

1. -.° -

., [ 5%
2. ’
3. e
P -
4.
- v,

PEFINING THE DISSEMfNATION PROGRAM TO BE EVALUATED

DAG Punction

YT

Recipient Objective

“»

-

Priority Ranking
for Evaltiation

— -
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: ’ . : Worksheet 2 .
. - : ) Evaluation Focus
- £ - ‘
. @ °  EVALUATION PLANNING SHEET : ¥
=
' Audience for ‘ = " Data Collection Data Analysis
the Evaluation Evaluition Question Data Source Methed Instrument ' Plan
1. N
A e
» ) .
’ « . Y
W ‘ '
2. ’ .
AR
. i .
' f ’ -~
DP"‘ - v N
et 3. ‘ /
) A ‘ 'S
o 4
" A v
» - )
4.
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. SRR o ' :
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these information needs very early in the development of the program in

order to ensure the collection of the necessary data duriMg the -

appropriate stage of program development. ¢

Bvaluation.questions. Ffequently, limited resourceé--including :
time-- do not allow for an evaluation plan whiTh addresses all questions
which might be of interest to the various audiences. Thus, the manage:\\
or evq}uator must negotiate with the relevant audiences the major
questions to be addressed. In addition, the evaluatiQ) team must meet . .
with the relevant audiences to determine the range of possible angwers to

- "
the evaluation questions to be conside:ed; to formulate criteria to be
employed in judging success or failure; to clarify the as;tmptions to be
1}
made (i.e., those pertaining to deéign, analysis and measurement); to -
define the system in which the'evaluation is to occur; fMnd to determine

the poliby and contractual agreements which wiB® gov rn the evaluation

work. These things should. be accomplished during the planning of the

..8tudy, but should also be\épen for reconsideration thrd!bhout the study.

- In evaluation planning a decision is often required regarding what
'
the unit of analysis will be. In dissemination terms, this question

refers to whether the evaluation will focus on single-service events,

'conbinations of like events, a series of rel‘ed events, the entire State

-
Capacity Building Project or Regional Exchange, and sc forth. Often

several services to clients, such as mailings, werkshops and .
individualized conferences, will be related to the sam&»overall objective
and, in sucﬁ cases,'it is'often more relevant to focus on them together .
as a unit. Cost considerations caﬁ also’favor evaluating a cluster of
services rather than a series of individual ones. If services are to be

)

combined for evaluation purposes, then questionnaire®; interviews and




«other daéﬁ instruments can inquire about the effectiveness of the program
v rather than each of its components, "and results can be 'sought following a
geries of services rather than each'one individually.
Two worksheets (Worksﬁeets 3a'ané 3b) are provided to aid in the
determination of the unit of analysis. If one is uncertain what the unit
will be, Worksheet 3a should be used first. In the left hand column list

all the dissemination services that are to be evaluated. Por each of

4 . '
these, in the middle column list the service's objective. Those services ///
)

with sinilar objectives are likely candid‘fés for grouping intg a single
unit. In the third column, indicate your Sroup1ng scheme, " Worksheet 3b
isJa suunarizing'fé: . At the top of the page list the conceptual unit
and its objectiye. Underneath this, list all the cgmpongnt getvices th;t

L. »
“l are included in the unit. -

13

e~
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objective or around similar objectives.

-
+ 1S
: ' !
K
List of Individual
) " pissemination Services
o 1‘ -
. 2 - //
"
2. ¢
%
. -
3. -
o
1%
o, 4.
N |
5.
VA
. «
® .
-y
. -
r / -
. ®
3 Y
l/j *NOTE :
EriC ]
ERIC '

Worksheet 3a‘

‘Objective of

the Service

e

LD

14

[

L“

v DETERMINING THE EVALUATION UNIT OF ANALYSIS

.

r

¢

Grouping

. Scheme*

.

e

Grouping may occur around clusters of gervices pertaining to a single




s
Worksheet 3b

‘ SPECIFYING THE UNIT OF ANALYSIS
A

. ’ { J
Unit of Analysis (descsiption of servige):

’

,-,\\13 the service to be evaluafed:

L ‘ .
A single .case of a provision of a service? . y
A cluster of similar events?
General services forvall clients? -
The whole program? .
. .Other (state): T
Lt ) .
Component service description:
-
' Service (list) - Objective . . Recipient
) . -
1.
o ~ ”
1 - ' »
. " R . J .
b 2. J
v ;
. — /
0 3. ( ’
{
N .
L e ' 4 Y, .
\ v g .
“ . S
.~ " .
* A
- ! * o ¢
. e -
5. N '
\ ’ K .

15

e




X,

Practical cancerns: Cost, timing and previous efforts. Evaluation °

costs should be determined at the planning stage so th;t the study's scope
can be assured of fittlng the available resources. Be certéin to include
all costs related tq evaluation act%vi;ies, including salarieg; benefits,
consultants, equipment, office supplfes, use of computer time, travel,

telephone ahd postage, reproduction cogts, and so on (kiefert and Maser ,

-

1977). A checklist (Worksheet 4) “has been provided to help organize these

cost considerations. “The available eva%u&tion funds, of .course, shouid

exceed the expense estimate--with a wide enough margin to allow for

" unexpected costs.

If funds are a problem, the budget ma§ have to be
érimmed or a sub-area of the planned evaiuation may haQé to be dropp;d.
The schedule for the evaluation should be planned ta whatever degree
possible at the outset.” Generally, the ﬁinal completign date is
5pecifled,_and various stages along the way (such as data collection) must
be planned andlcarrieq out according to careful scheduling. The other
steps in the evaluation should be planned’to coincide with these \
require&ents. A timelog has been supplied (WorkKsheet Si which can be
useful in scheduling. FPor each of the major evaluation steps, the

starting date and tompletion date should be filled in.

l’ )
A by




“

RIC

Staff salaries ’

Worksheet 4

ASSESSING THE COST OF THE 'EVALUATION

Funds available for the evaluation:

»

Estimate of expenses involved in the evaluation:

Consultants

Data Instruments'

Telephone and Postage

Equipment

Computer Costs

Travel

Other (specify):
]

Do Availa$1e funds exceed the planned

expenses?
3
/-—-N ¥
» )
//\\
i
’ ¢
&
]
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Activity .. . ' Date
1. Describe the dissemination program to be
evaluated. /
2. .Clarify the goals and purposes of the evaluation.
a. Identify audience
b. Delineate evaluation ;uestions
c. Assess practicai issues b
d. eterminﬁidata sources -
3. Implement the evaluation pian. | /). | ’

Worksheet S

EVALUATION TIMELOG

N

L]

starting’

Completion
*Date

a. Assemble data:

Data source A (describe)

Data source B (describe) ,

Data sougce C (describe)

b. ‘*Analyze data.

L]

Assess program imbact and report the results.
N »

a:m Determine impact and draw conclusions -

b. Repoft orally (if appropriate)

c. Final report




If your organization has previously undertaken some evaluation

efforts, such as surveys, interviews or case studies, these can prove

]
2

useful in the current evaluation plan. First, the developmeﬁt work might )
pe generalizable;e theé instrumentstpreviously used might be appropriate
wi;h little or no modification, or perhaps effért could be saved by
referring to previous analygis designs, computer programs, and sd‘on;
Secdnd, the information tge previous studies supplied might in some cases
be Jinterpretable as baséline d;ta. On the other handc in many cases, past
work will not be pertinent to present neegs and will contribute little,
making it necessary to proceed independently of the prior efforts. The
ut{lity and generalizability of prio; evaluations must be decided on a
cage-by~-case basis.

»

rd
Information sources and instruments. Once the practical issues have

A -

been assessed, one's attention should turn to a plah for collecting the

. ) .
necessary information. The kind of data one fleeds can be determined from

an examination of the evaluation qhéxtjons. Examples of different kinds

. )
of data that mjght be useful are requests for mailings or consultations,
workshop evaluations and follow-up studies on information utilization,

.

district staff ?ttitudes, success of new program implementation, etc. The»
source of the data can likewise be directly determined. For example, a
question about the impact of a.caialog of qprrent materials disseminatéd
to teachers would suggest teachers or someone working with éeachers as the
most likely source of information. Sometimes it will be useful for
_purposes of objectivity éo collect information from different populations,
such as teachers and administrators.

Several data collection methods are ofte; applicable to a particular
question, and one canxérai from such techaiques as interviews,

questionnaires, existing records or, in some cases, observatioﬂ. Each of

. 19




~ . Ky
these carries its own unique a%xsntaQes and disadvantages, and the reader

. ¢ ¢ '

is referred to an evaluation handbook (e.g., Faddis, et al., 198l) for a
fuller treatment. Again, drawing fromigeberal technique?'(sucﬁ as
\ interviews and existing records) can give & more Eomplete picture than
anae : \ :

\ -
° any one method alone. When the choice of cqllection methods is made, one / '

can determine whether a measurement instrument has‘ 0o be developed for y
. 3l . o ———
. ’

the purpose or whether an existing one is suitable.

Another confT®eration is deciding the breadth of the analysis; will .

e

Publication;, Inc., entitled How To: Evaluate Education Programs
”
(July 1980), suggests that correct use of sampling procedures may save

sampeing suffice? A monthly newsletter published by Capitol

time and money and also avoid inconven}ence for a number of people and
lists several points to consider. Samp{ing is suggested Wwhen:

® The cost and ﬁifficulty of getting data from all clients is
" prohibitive. o

® Mathematical precision is not 'essential for drawing conclusions.
-

® The information yielded by samplingwill be adequate for the
purpose and audience for the evaluation. b

® It is posssible to use proper sampling methods. !l

In addition, the evaluation should include a.means for measuring the

degree to which the program was implemented as intended. In this way, in

-
the case of negative resulkts one will know whether the program wds poorly

planned or just poorly implemented.

Data analysis plan. A final step in plannin% is deciding on the

@ )
¥

analysis plan. One might require a staEquical test between groups of
scores or simply a tabulation of respondents and percentages. The choice
of information type and measurement instrument will determine the

analysis to some degree.

4CRIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Worksheet 6 has been included as a review sheed for t‘ evaluation

.

plan. A good plan should incorforate as many of the feasibility factors

in Parts A and B as possible. Part C relates to prior evaluation

> efforts. These efforts may or may not be useful for current concerns.
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Worksheet 6

.EVALUATION PLAN REVIEW SHEET

€ A, Peasibility of task to be evaluated.

"Is the task: ‘Ceﬁtral to your work?
Frequently performed? Y
~ One that affects many people?
IOpen to alternative styles of management?
N Affordab};“%o evaluate?

. -
(Answqrs should be affirmative.)

B. Peadibility of the evaluation plan. *
\ rd
Does the plan: Addiess current concerns? .

Accommodate eiisting resources and timelines?

Py

Avoid disrupting normal activity? —~

Promise to yield the data you need?

&
«(Answers should be affirmative.)
+ - R
C. . Continuity of evaluation efforts.
8hould past evaluation efforts continue?
Are past efforts used in the:current plan?
L J ) .

How can yoy build-on current effort for.future evaluation?

\

. How can evaluation be integrated into other activities? .

22
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Data gollection and Analysis . .

- Data collection. The collection and analysis of data should proceed
according to plans:de\.i;aloped in the preceding step. Hewever, durin;; the
actual data collect;on process, it may be necessary to modify the data N
P ‘ collection plan. Unforeseen obstacles (e.‘g., missing data files, low
response rate, unexpected time considerat’ions, etc.) or unar'xtIc'ipfated
observations (e.g., discrepancy in what was expected Fto be going on ané .what

P was actually going on) may make it necessary to change the study sample,

limit or expand the scope of data collection or modify the plan in gome

_other way. 1In these cases the data collection plan shou;d be adapted to the’

° ' _situation rather than vice versa,

Data analysis. Data analysis involves (a) cleaning the data, (b)

v
4

’,’_\ analyzing it as planned, and (c) re-analyzing it shpuld it become useful to
do so. In cleaning the data,“ the concern is the elim¥nation of misleading
or biased ‘lnfor"‘mation. For example, data provided by a principal in a
questionnaire that was meant for teachers should be eliminated if\the
o objectl:iv-e is to report how teachers feel about the dissemination. Another
exampie would be the discovery of inappropriate response patterns by the
sangle', perhap? through m;sunderstanding of the directions. Any' irregu-
PY larity tl?at might cause‘misinterpre;:ation of results should be elimin:ted
from the uelysis. The dat; analys’is technique should have been defined in
planning the evaluation study. At this point it is a matter of conducting
o the analysis as planned. In addition, new relationships among the data may:
appear that suggest n:w forms of analysis. fssuming' that time and funds are
’ available, it is recommended that secondary analysis of the data be done to
o maximize the use of available data. Fré€quently, other kinds of questions
which might not have b/een apparent or mpﬁrtant during the plenning of the
study can be addressed by seconciary analysis of existing dalta; ’

23
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A data analysis checklist has been provided (Worksheet 7). If the
» NN

.

" evaluation proceéds exactly as planned, each of the (g}x questions should

receive a NO response. However, it is likely that there will be a change
necessitated somewhere i:gx the data oollection and/malysis. If so, some
adjustment in the. amly-sisv wiﬂ\y réquired--e.g., a low initial response
rate might lead to f‘urthe“r ;ailings before any analysis begins, or
nonuniform data;oolle'ct on night re'quire some of the data to be
invalidated. r:t these design or analysis proglen?, it is best to

consult with an evaluation expeit on the staff or in the field.

- ES

*




Worksheet 7

DATA ANALYSIS CHECKLIST

1. Were any of the planned respondents unable to °
participate in data colleetion?

If YRS, describe:

.y
oo\

Course of action: N

Y N

2. Were data collection procedures nonuniform
, in the sample? ‘ :

If YES, describe: ‘

Course of action:

3., MWere data inltru-énts‘incorrectly filled outs

» 1t Y58, describes

7

R Course of action:’

’ .

X
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Did any difficulties arise in the data
sollection that might have compromised
the validity of the data? -

P

If YRS, describe:

Course of action:

N

)

Did any diff_iculties arise in data analysis?

If YRS, describe:

Course of action:’
- S

Was a secondary analysis called for
when reviewing the results?

. . -
If YRS, éncribe:

Course of action:

™ &
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The final stage of the process is the assessment of inpact.

~ Impact Assessment « : ' -

~

wOrksheet 8 haa been provided to assist with the organization of this
stage.. Pirst, the answers to the specifjed evaluation questions are
'deterningd from the data aﬂalysls. When the instrumentation, methodology
and analysis have been designed to reflect the evaluation quigtion, th%s

is a fairly straightforward procedure. FPor instance, if the evaluation
question concerned whether staff attitudes improved ;s a result of a

series of workshops. a post-program attitude neasu:e'used in comparison

with pre-program scores‘;ill érovidg relevant information. In this way

it can be judged whether specific objectives were achieved.

On the other hand, if there were data collection problems
necessitating a change in method, additional caution must.be exercised in
determining answers. FPFor example, suppose that the sanéle of respondents
had to be restgicted atter the start of data colleét{gzlz/}é ogder to
verify the new sampile's relevance to the original evaluatiok\question,
the evaluation team Qust be sure that the adjusted sample is still
representative of the population of interest—i.e., did each member of
the population have an equal chance of bel‘ing selected into the sample?

The roles of unintended effects, poeitive'or negative, must also be
considered. Por instance, through interaction with program- staff durin;L\\‘
data ocollection, an evaluator -1ght-have found that staff attitudes were
tremendously improved, ev;n thougg'the data instruments were aesféned
only to measure frequency of ihteraction. This finding should be
included in any observation report that comes out of the evaluation, and
should be considered in dfaving conclusions regarding the future of the

~y

program. ' { 2 -
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w&\ksheet 8
° IMPACT ASSESSMENT: SUMMARY PORM*
. Bvaluation gquestion (state):
.-
® 1. Was a clear answer obtained? (state):
2. Unintended positive effects (if any):
, ,
4
¢ (
a. How valuable is this effegt?
1] -
%
7
°® b. Is the effect stable?
- [ 2
3. Unintended negative effects (if any):
. Ay Q
a. How serious is this effect? !
'
Qe .
b. Is the p_robiel resolvable in future applications?
\ kN
®
4. Overall nature of impact: v
® d .
5. Conclusions (outline):
» ’
. - 4
v ..
£ *NOTE: Use one page for each evaluation question, '
oo . J €
. ' .
q Q 28 U) o '
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The implementatien of the dissemirfation plan should be checked along 3

N |
with outcomes. This can be done through documentation of the program's

+

activities. Too often interventions have been judged to have had little
Al

- or no impact when in fact the problem was that éhey were never

¥ : . -
implemented as planned. With information available about %the extent of

implementation, it will be éossible to make more informed decisions about

~

whether it is necessary to change the dissemination plan or sigplyl
inplement it more faithfully. < .
After discovering the actual impact of the program, it is possible to
draw conclusions relevant to subsequent decision making. This step is
distinguighed from the previous one in that it is more broadly focused.

v

The disseminator must review the evaluation), explain the obtained

’ n

results, and make decisions regarding future actions. Specific
considerations in this process would include: causal linkages between
progA¥ elements and results; whgch program factors facilirated (and

which hindered) achievement of the objectives; the presence and

significaﬂ%e of unintended effects; the implications of any secondary

’

analyses that were carried out; and, finally, which seg;Lnts should be
(éontinued, modified or dropped. e
The p;ocedural outline presented.here is considered’to be a ffame;ork
because it is meant to guide rather than réstrict the process of ;mpact
evaluation. Individual programs will present garticuldr considé;ations'
4

that may change the emphases offered here. The next section provides an

example of how impact evaluation might be conducted.

[} o
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SECTION FOUR
) .
AN APPLICATION OF THE FRAMEWORK

[4

In order to illustrate the use of the framework, a simulated example

»

is presented. This example is meant to illustrate the steps discussed in

o

Section Three. The reader may find it use.ful to refer to Table I when
reading this Section. It will also be qseful to refer to the completed
wotksheeta,which have been provided for illustration. It must be
re‘e.berad, of course, that eac‘h situation will present spe;:ific_: details
that will change the application of the franewo:k
One factor, for instance, that will influence the fom and planning
of the evaluatign is the source of the perceived need for the studyp. If
internal project personnal have raised the questions of impact and are
seeking answers for internal tornative purposes, the planning phase of .
the study is ai-plifiedydecisions regarding the stat¥g of objectives
and measurement instruments 4o not require outside conaultat‘ions. This
' is not meant to discougage the seeking of input from various sources, nor
\\9003 it mean that less clarity is needad in the planning ghase.),aut the
‘atapa of matching ébe evaluation queatioﬁs, mneasurement and analysis
procedures to the persons making e;ventual decisions are crucial. If thé
impact questions have been raised by ?ther a;;encies or will be of
interest to them—-e.g., funding agencies or host agencies-thesel
organizations must be brought in at the start to obtain the maximum
possible assurance that the study will be meaningful to‘ them.
The example presented here involved a Staée Capacity Building Project

entering its final year of federal funding. Project personnel fel't

= A ¥ ° R
confident in their relations with local school districts and believed

7/ | 30
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that their information dissemination ectivities were useful to some
extent. Nevertheless, the extent to which LEAs aétgelly used the
information they received in local policy planning and decision making at_
t;e district or sehool level had not been studied systematically. The

%

original gontract called only for an evaluation of the implementation of

.activities. As projected, the State Capacity Building Project had ~

established a Materials Center and links to the ERIC system, and a
procedure for responding to LEA requests. Now “the agency's pereonnel
were interested in obtaining on the kind and extent of positive
ilpact occurring as a result of , eirfprogram 8 dissemination

activities. They hoped that the State Education Agency would continue
the project after federal funding expired, ;nd they felt that stron; data
supporting local impact would be very helpful. y
* " The project personnel first assembled an evaluation team. They
Gontracted with an outside evaluator and assignee one of their own staff
to work on the evaluation as well. They requested consultation with
their Regional Bxchapge office, and.the Rx assigned an individual to wor k
on the evaluation part time. Fina}l{, the} asked for input from the
director of the Professional-services Division of the SEA, since they .
realized that informatien resulting from the evaluation would eventually
be considered byuthe SEA in any continuation decision. At that leter
point, it would have to make sense to state agency administrators, and 80
the director's input was requested early‘in the process, He was able to

attend most of the planning eessioﬁs and kept in close contact with the

evaluation team as the study progressed.

¢




In beginning the evaluation, the evaluation'team first turned its

® attention to the program description. The service to be studied was
identified as the project's normal procedure for handling information
requests. Ideally the project would determine the impact for all of its

Py dissemination activities, but because of limitations of time, money and

. personnel, the evaluation team had to limit its scope. Responding‘to

information requests was one of the major activities of the agency.

Normally, when a district or school sent in an inquiry, the project

o
conducted a computer search of the ERIC filed and 1ts own Materials
Center and sent back an output of article abstracts résulting from the _
® search. The clients would look through these abstracts and send back a
"letter identifying which articles or documents they felt were
particularly' rel'evant to their needs. The project people would then send
® . the articles requested--which would complete the interaction unless |
further requests were made. !* ,
. . The impact of this proj‘e‘ct activity was considered relevant to both
PY potential audiences. From the SEA's point of view, a denonstr;ted impact
wouid be a strong argument in favor of corrtinuing the project when its
s
‘ federal funding expired. From the State Capacity Bui}ding Project's
o . point of view, the results of the study coulq have bear ing on whether the
current praocedure should be continued, ‘refined or scrapped in favor of an
alternative one. p
o
-
® -~
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- ~ Worksheet 1
Program Description

DEFINING THE DISSEMINATIQN PROGRAM TO BE EVALUATED

o ' N Priority Ranking
Dissemination Service Recipient DAG Function Objective for Evaluation

. dez Cpacy  Didtivct EXCHANEE ' wﬁf:ﬁt | 1
5 0wkl  Voiane gy bainng

2. - « - ) /ﬂ/nmjﬁ,:(nm
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e
The recipients of services were administrative personnel ih the

school$ and districts of the project area. In hﬁs\case the
< . . N \

. -
igentification of recipients was not difficult since the service 'is a \
be-\

. specifically as possible-~i.e., individuals or offices. If the clients'

~

. / . - .
identity is vague (e.g., "all schools in’;hqbstate'), your decisions on

~

reactive oﬁe.and contact is inltaiggé by the client; this decision can

more complex in other cases. 1t is a gobd idea to view recipients as

wherte and how to adminideer the evaluation might be more arbitrary. One

A *

question that did arise'was whether the "recipients" should include

potential requesters as well as actual requesters. The evaluators

decided that since this service is a reactive, respbnsive type, only

» - ) i
those districts making requests would be considered in thf‘;atiomof .

s whether

Voo . .
those people requesting information actually made use of it later., The

interest.\ The que’s’pn was not one of proactive gervices-
. : . ¢

“ proactive dissemination activities, although equally important, would
H . - - - ¥
¢ »

faligt anot}aer category. L .
B ot P - K]
; termining the goals and objectives of the service

careful focusing. At first glance ohqpmight think that J!%Rcéksful

required some

Y

impact” would translate inta a change in all or most cases. \Eut an _
. . h) . Y .

‘ intriguiné topic often turns out on iﬁgpection to be not what one needs

o ) } -
, Oor wants, a phenomenon not limited to -evaluation practice. The

[y
A . -

conscientious local administrator can and should keep up on new
. )

of which will be relevant for

-

educational developments, not all
4

utilization-in that distPict--the state capacity project aids ‘that

‘

' awarenegs process. lTﬁérefore the evaluators decided that "impact” of

their service should be viewed in terms of whether the service ingreaséd .

,

- -

-

o
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knowledge, reduced uncertainty, and aided in local decision making. In

this case, the evaluators stated the goals this way:

GOAL: Te provide a linkage service enabling local educators to
increase their knowledge of new developments in all areas -
of educational thought and practice.

\ . . . -
OBJECTIVES:
, .
° To ﬁ%oyide local educational personnel with the means of L
« obtaining a moderate or wide knowledge of any topic

. relevant to their administrative or informational needs.”

%

‘e To provide an efficient information'service that can ease,
inform and improve the quality of local decision making.
e ’ ) ” ' . N
The next series of steps involved focusing the evaluation. First, in
. » -

light of the funding conéidefaéions previously described, the audience

for this information was identified as being primarily the SEA. The

-

information would also be gathered so as to be useful to people within

the project itself, so project personnel were considered a secondary

k
audience. “ s

The next step was to establish the evaluation qpestioné. Given the
- i .

previous considerations, the evaluators decided to concentrate on two

factors. The first factor wag 'the clients' satisfaction with the extent
- 'S

of the informmation provided; that is, could they obtain -information about
their topic to a desired depth and specificit}? The second factor was

the extent of utilization of the information in decision making. The

-

+ questions they decided on wdre these: .

L

1. To what extent do clients perceive their informational needs
satisfied by the information distribution service?

incorporated into the decision making process at tHe local level? ¢
-~

’
{2%. Té'what extent is the information provided by the service

Through discussion the team agreed that 75 percent of respondents '
. ¢ -
expressing satlsfaction in question 1 and 50 percent of respondents

i
reporting information use (question 2) would be congidered successful for

the proje'k. ' , 3
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Worksheet 2
Evaluation Focus
— EVALUATION PLANNING- SHEET
a i
Audience for ‘ Data Collection Data
the Evaluation Evaluation Question Data Source Method . Instrument
L /ff‘iﬂ , /mwwdﬂ , (ldomirriaTore
C Eluedtisn, LT pUL /"‘“: MposuTig bift. Lot oy maid 2
W ¢ ‘7'#“' ¥ a p gy vV
2 Zﬂg’ | B

® 9
Analysis
Plan
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Once the program describtion'was clear, the evaluation audience was
identifie?1 and the evaluation questions were specified, the evaluation
team could tyrn its attention to the measurement procedures, i.e., the

information sources and inétru-enéﬁ.' The evaluators decided to follow up

- how often they had used the gservice before, what their aim was in

on a sample of the requests that a;rivea during the fall of that school

year. The office generally receiéed about 10 to 15 requests for

.

information a month. The qptivations for the requests varied from
specific needs ‘Flating to a teacher .or school's planned instructional

changes to an educitor's‘general desire to keep informedihﬂﬁge requesting

individuals consisted of teacheré, principals, curriculum directors and
linkage facilitators located in the district. The team decided to draw

ap a questionnaire to be sent to individuals making the request, asking

requesting the infoénation, and hew closely the information need was tied’
to specific policy or instructional matters. This questionnaire would be

seﬁt to a wide sample of the clients, representative of all the requests

in terms of regions and personnel making the contact. The evaluation

téan then would plan follow-up investigations for some of these cases,
particularly t 2 In-which the respondentf indicated a definite need.
These follow-ups would consist of interviews with key local people and
review of existing records, éuch as lgssgn plans, that might reflect the
utilization of the new information.

As noted, the planned analysis was straightforward, consisting of

‘-

tabulated percentages and content analysis of the interviews. The

evaluation team considered what outcomes were possible and how ready they
\. .

would be to accebt impact information, both positive and negative, Por

instance, if the investigation indicated that use was not being made of

A

the information, the team recognized that this feedback would be accepted

N
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as a realistic picture, however unfortunate the conclusion might be.
Credibility is severely coupronisea by an evaluation process'in which,
follouing positive feedback, the nrogram personnel claim &uccess but
following negative feedBack, they criticize the study or start’ a new one.
The framework in Section anee also includes censideration of the
degree of implementation of the dissemination service. The point here is
that an.evaluation tean wants to make sure that whatever conclusions it
eventually derives about - progrsn effectiveness are based on the program
itsﬁ}t, operating as planned. What of ten happens instead is that the
program never feally gets csrgied out as intended, b, any of a var iety
‘of reasons including Eunding changes, poor management, over- Or
underresponse by clients, knd so forth. When this happens, a\negative
evaluation is usually thd‘result,*and it is important for-an evaluator to
know that the failure is notaeue to the originally planned program. This
is particularly important for formative evaluation efforts in which the
evaluation gets L.mder-vey at the same time the progru'does:-that is, at

L4

a point when the evaluation’team may not have a clear idea of what the

)

progranm ;ill look 1ike'in operation®¥
| In our case study, the information distribution’service‘had been
operating for twe years, and 8o the evaluators knew there was little
chance for any surprises to‘bccur which would interrupt its normal -
fq@ctioning. Nevertheless: ror the fall term which the evaluation was to
. cover, they carefully mon{tored program operation. They mad&sure that

i
the request frequency was similsr to years past, that the computer was

e
workipg\gnd, in general, that the service was progressing as expected.
This gave them added ccnfidence in the validity of their later follow-up

Reasure.




wWorksheet 3b

SPECIFYING THE UNIT OF AMALYSIS
Unit of Analysis (description of service) !
W /] Wn /1—7/4441“/ .

Objective:

MMW/

\ Is the sarvice to be evaluated:

~

A singfe case of a provision of a seevice?

A cluster of similar events? Z

. General services for all clients? .

The whole program?

Other (state):
Component service description:
Service (list) i Objective ' Recipient

. ‘ -
1. MW ,
’ (Y.
2. 4
3. '
¢
4 A \ 2
(
g *

5. '
/
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- Worksheet 4

[ 4

1. Punds available for the evaluation:

<

2. Estimate of expenses involved in the evaluation:

ASSESSING THE COST OF TME EVALUATION |

staff salarjes $/‘ M.
Consultants ’ /L 200
*  Data Instruments ’ //’U
Telepho;ze and qutagé 30
Equipment /50 .
Camputer Costs 0
Travel 250
Oth : (E ify):
| e cify 50
» 14
TOTAL:

3. Do available fundg exceed the planned

expenses?

40
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v-- Worksheet 5

EVALUATION TIMELOG

Ny - -

. Starting Completion
Activity . ; Date Date
1. Z:ﬁfxit;d?he dissemination program to be ,/A ' /7i& : CE‘Z;Z , 7?{0
2. Clarify the goals and purposes of the evaluation. . )
a. Identify audience ' . ) 3 A
. b. Delineate evaluation questions B !
C. .\\ssesa praci:ical issues o . !
d. Determine data sources / ! ) "
3. Implement the evaluation plan. N
a. Assemble data: -
Data source A (describe) | . ) j% y EX/ % Y, ?j/
':Data source B (describe) .o . . /4{/ @ /éf‘/
Data source C (dysc:ibe) o
b. Analyze data. ;7&’# /9!/ ZZ# /ff/
4. Assess program impact and report the results. - )

a.. Determine impact and draw conclusions WJ/ 2&-& //f/

b. Report orally (if appropriate)

c. Pinal report . AN M’ /?5/ %/?X/

41
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Worksheet 6

EVALUATION PLAN REVIEW SHEET

Peasibility of task to be evaluated.

Prequently peffomed? ‘/ : )

" One that. affects mpany people? /

Open to alternative styles of management? 7o WW
Affordable to evaluate? 1/

18 the task: Centraléto your work?

(Answers should be affirmative.) ~—

Peasibility of the evaluation plan.

o :
Does the plan: Address current concerns? l/ : /
3 ’ (

Accommodate existing resources and timelines?
Avoid disrupting normal activity? L/

Promise to yield the data you need? [/

(Answers should be affirmative.)

Continuity of evaluation efforts.

Should past evaluzti efforts continue?
Are past efforts used in the current plan?

N-0 - —

How can you build on rrent effort for future evaluation?

W
mutio be int \ed i w{
a n ntegra nto. other activities?
At f«u W W WW

4

-
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The third part of the framework concerns data collecting

and analysis. After the fall term ended, the evaluation team found that

60 infornation‘reqq;éts had béeh made. They agreed on a sample of 35 for .
initial follow-up by questiodnaire. These represented the full 60 in

° that all of the districts were included; there was diversity in the ’

- . itions of local personnel initiating the réquests; there were new and
‘experienced users of the servi;e; and thepe were both further inquiries

° and no inquiries;‘, for full articles following the mailing of tHe ERIC

gsearch. Through the sampling processes }nvolved in the data collection,
it was again very -helpful to have the participation of oltside- people to

dispel doubts that the sampling was not biased toward positive results.

[ J , . e

After receiving the 35 completed questionpaires, the evaluation team
* tabulated and chtegorized the responses. - They chose seven for follow-up
site visits. Two of these ingisESed strong use made of the information,
two indicated little use, ‘and three reported' moderate degree of use. Let

us examine how the follow up was conducted for one of the two high-use

.

cases.

At the site studied, the individual who had made the inquiry was the
curriquiué director of a sch&7ﬂﬁ‘5he had asked for articled™@ealing with
the relationship between math achiewement and time-on-task, and/;/
variable called "academic engaged time." 1In the quéstionnaire ‘she wrote
that she had been only moderately satisfied with the completeness of the

articles from the search, and she supplemented these with inquiries made

at the education depattment of the nearby university. She also said that

- -
\J

the information she gathered had been very useful at her school.
One of the evaluators contacted the curriculum director and scheduled
b ] / ,
a morning visit to the school for interviews that ﬁould be ébnducted with

her, with the .principal, and with one of the math teachers. In ea¢ch of

IToxt Provided by ERI
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these discussions the interviewer asked what the initial motivations were
) 'fé‘r gathering the info‘rmation, how t'he information influenced decisions
that were made.inside .the school, how school conditions changed as a
e result of implementing the decisions, and how the process ;ould have beén

»
@ improved. In addition the interviewer requésted materials ‘and records

that would reflect the nature and exten‘: of the change. 1

In the course of the discussion, the evaluator learned that the

school- personnel had been concerned about lower-than-average math scores

on standardized testé, and decided to seek information on how they could .

alleviate the problem. The curriculum director had read a research .

o ' report that showed there were surprisingly large differences in time

-

allocations for math instruction_among districts, schools gnd v

classrooms. In addition, there was a difference in the nature of
-

® instruction such that "academic engaged time" varied even whgn cl§ss time
allocations were comparable. The director and principal had two rgeetings
with teachers in which this information was presented and discussed. As
) a result of this process, two actions were decided upon. Pirst, the
director cohtracted with a knowledgeable university educator for a
workshop instruéting teachers about ways to increase the qua.lity of

Py *academic engaged time" during math instruction. ‘Second, the principal”
F ,

made a change in the average allocation for math instruction per day from
40 minutes to 60 minutes. The capacity project's information had been
»
) used in the fo;lowing ways:

1. It increased the knowledge of school personnel regarding the
. potential influence of the variable in question.

. 2. It helped them determine that their daily time allocation to math
) was slightly below average.
3. It helped the curriculum director in her search for an educator
knowledgeable about that line of research. ) .

C

”
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In their intervieus‘:gg curriculum director, the principal and the

m;th teacher all expreésed optimism about the project, but it was still

too early to determine'the results of the change. The evaluator was able

to obtain from the school severel fecords of the change: the agenda and

other materials from the workshop that was conducted, and a sample of

several teachers' daily math lesson plans, before and after the period iﬁ

question. ‘ ) ; ‘ v
After'all the inte;views at the selected sites were conducted, the

evaluation team organized all of its questionnairés and interview data to

reflect the sampie as a whole, With regard to the first evaluation

question, they found that of all the respondents, about 30 percent were

very satisfied with the extent of the information they received, about 40

percent were somewhat or moderately satisfied, and about 30 percent felt
there was spbstantial room for improvement. Regarding the second
evgluation‘question, they found that about 20 percent of their sample
reported no subsequent utilization of the information, 50 percent
repgtted a beneficial gain in awaren;;s among staff,’but not of a leve11
leading Eo a decisive role in poligy making or practices, and 30 percent
reported that the role of the information in changing relevant practices
was very important. The evaluation team also found that the chances of
utiliz;tion were increased when an administrator ﬁ;de the request/'when

the information was shared with several people, and when the inquiry was,

based on a specific, identifiable need. S e, i
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* Morksheet 7
»

DATA ANALYSIS CHECKLIST ) .

1. Were any of the planned respondents unable to - ' / ’
participate in data collection?

If YBS, describe:

“Course of action:

-

2. Were data collection procedures nonuniform
in the sample?

1f YBS, describe: ]
Q 52',:‘," . ;&4&«&244;( 2 Lt - by - Cace Kasie,

Course of action: D ’ . —~

I\”

3. Were data instruments incorrectly filled eut: = _ / / ‘

If YBS, describe: v , T
I~ *
Course of action:
X .
-"U ,
' ’ Page 1 of 2
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;

. $ U ~ YES NO .
re .’, - .
o 4. "pid any difficulties arise in the data ’ /

. ' collection that might have compromised
' - the validity of the data? )
-

! ‘If“ms, c}qscribe:

? - ‘ . . s
. .

Course of action: /

A ' ‘ | ' R S
®

' \‘? \@ . ' - \//’ -
) t ¢ 5&? Did any difficulties arise in data analysis? » : ﬁ
) ’ 1f YES, describe DAZ;_,M ,/M/ jw W é 4 f«. ¢
. - f W /%,b e ‘ 4 _,
i Ll s & Apecge el Q

) . TN G
{?MM.H aczz;'?; / WW '
: ‘p’ g ! _
- hid M ’ i ' T @ L
\ 6. Was a secondary, analysis called for . Y
. when reviewing the results?
b L]
If YBS, describe: . ’ )
] * i
- Q‘ .\
.Course of action: :
7 . ' ’ -
[ [ 3
. - L
] L4 N e ‘ \
. - -' g ¥ £
L ] \'
. 1]

LR n - . Sy
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' ) ‘ Worksheet 8 o~ .
° IMPACT ASSESSHENT SUMMARY FORM?* ®

Evaluation questien (state): x M
. 7 oMn&’a 4y sbente f!' 7
r obtained? (state):

- | | 30'73—"W44.W v - '

2. Unintended positive effects (if any):

@
i‘.vﬂow‘valuable is this effect?
’ e
.‘ . b. 18 the effect stable?’

f * . ) . - - ﬁ v
3. Unintended negative effects (if any): .
* & - Al |

a. How serious is this effect?

. S - ,
.

b. 1s the problem resSivable in future applications?

- n .

e

4. erall nature of inpact. : ! ! / E %&//W 7.,%‘

%u Hhe poren ane
L . 5. Conclusions (outline): ™~
® - ~ a “L7%V‘4h4(
: ' (L W W Ex/a.
5 | )*7“"“‘( o ? ,r
» *NOTE: Use one page for each-evaluation question. 4

® . Page 1 of 2
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@
?/valuatxon question (St% ‘ ‘ d?, #(.. ;ﬂ-m‘bc(
0 rbat Ylowt A2 MW 7""‘“’“’ ar e

W
MW
1. Was a clear answer obtained? (state):
BT %
— : 52 Y% -
¢ ‘ 30% - -—W7, WM WW)

2. Unintended positive effects (if any):

Jlone | |
. . . . - b
. a. How valuable is this effec:t:%éf~ ‘

® . b. 1Is the effect stable? !
\ -
’ *
P 3. Unintended negative effects (if any):
. a. How serious is this effect?
o ) . .
'y . - s i
b. 1Is the problem resolvable in future applications?
' \
o

erall nature of impact | ’/(,'4/ 4 e
. W M W %@%i ’ 5-”2 G ﬁ;“#’?

.
’ 1 Z
g 5. Condlusions (outline) : -

g Page 2 of 2 -
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Pinally, it was time for the team to draw conclusions about the

- - -

dissemination service. TheyMecided that the extent% the dissémination

resources was somewhat limited. Possible refinements would include the

@expansion of their Material Centers and the inclusion of other

. .. rJ
clearinghouses or . information sources to supplement ERIC in their data
searches. On the other hand, the utilization evidence was quite strong.
.The infornation being disseminated was making a difference on the local

-

A
level. Because attention had been given to the planning, implementation
/ ¢ v
and assessment stages of the impact evaluation, the team now had clear
evidence supporting claims for the usefulness of their dissemination

gervice.




SECTION FIVE )

SUMMARY

Q@

A Disseminator's Guide for Bvaluating Impact was written, primarily,

with two gr.oups of disseminators in mind. These are the State Capacity
Building Project and Regional Exchange Project staffs.

State Capacity Building Project clients i.nclude the host state
agency, intermediate service agenci,eAs and local schools. Dissemination
processes have included the' utilization of data bases, promising
practices files, human res;')urce files and the develop.nent of linkage
systems. It is critical in evaluation planning to determine which
processes, strategies and methods are being enphasized.

Regional Exchanges are padt of a system identified as the Research

I d

and Development Exchange. The major purpose is to aid achooll improvement
by broviding information, technical assistance and/or training; by

'pranoting the use of RED outcomes; by promoting coordination among

various groups; by increasing understanding and use of information about
- client needs. Client groups include stéte, intermediate and local
education agencies, as well as other laboratories., Differences in client

emphasis are .important to note in developing -an impact evaluation plan. ,
! 1 .
Because it is not feasible to conduct impact evaluation on all
-

~ activities in which diqsgmtors are involved, isions have t,o‘be made

- regarding what.to evaluate. Factors which are idportant to consider
v

. nclude: ‘ -

.

J e Purpose of the evaluation
® Recipients of the evaluation informdtion

@ Accomplishment priority of objectives

51
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® ) - :
| .
o Likelihood of yielding useful information
. * -
° e Centrality of task or activity
® Costs of conducting the evaluation
Other considerations important to the development of an impact
° évaluation plan are the selection of appropriate units of analysis,
’ . determining whether the plan is r;asonable and determining which efforts
’ . . - .
should be ongoing.
° A framework’ was dcveloped which is comprised of four major

.

components. Included are the program description, evaluation focus, data
.collection and analysis and impact assessment.
\'h - -
! . The program description should.include four elements:

° )
\/< o What is being disseminated

S ® To whom it is being disseminated

2

, L]
° e Purpose tok\ which it"is being disseminated
» N

o Means by which it is being d{sseminated

4

. The evaluation focus should identify the audience for the evaluation

information, delineate the questions to be%addressed and define the data
sources. In additi‘on, th? _evaluation should provide a means for
determining the degree tb which “a prog% was implemented.
. . P
° Data collection 4nd analysis i.r:clude a plan for pcgliecting the data,’
but the plan must be’ flexible enouej'\ to xllou modification should such a
need be created by \mfo:.e.seen obstadles or problems. The data- analysis
" involves cleaning the ;au, analyzing the data as planned and réanalyzing
the data in light of new relatdorfshiph amond Wta which have becone
evident during the initial analysis.’
Impact auessnn-t is dete‘r-ined by'answeting four t’nsic guegtions:
¢ Were spocitlc objectives achieved?

e Were there any positive unintended effects?
52
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¢

e Were there any negative unintended effects?

e Was the program implemented as intended?

AY

[ =

. . i
,Conclusions from the asgessment are derived from the questions:

Bow close did the actual impact come to the intended impact?
What factors facilitated aghievement of objectives? Hindered?
What wvas the rol; of unintended effects? - ~
What was the overall success of the service?

fhich segments should be repeated? Discontinued? Refined?

The application of the framework is dependent upon the specific

! situation‘e:i::u.ng ﬁn the program or projegt- to be evaluateq, That is,

different disseminationh programs enpbaéize different processes; the

) primary clients vary from pr@ru to program; who or which agency is most

™ >

interested’ in the study varies across programs; each of these factors
W

must be taken into account when actually developing an evaluation plan

within the guidelines of the framework provided.

53
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M ANNOTATED LIST OF RESOURCES -

. ’ -
Abt Associates, Inc. "Rural America: A Social and Educational History of
Ten Communities® (summary). June 1975.

/
6 Deal, Terrence E..And Samuel C. Nutt. "Promoting, Guiding and Surviving
P . Change in School Districts."™ Abt Associates, Inc., June- 1971.
M N

Herriott, Robert* B, "FPederal Initiatives and Rural School Improvement:
Findings From the Experimental Schools Program.® Abt Associates, Inc.,
. March 1980. .
The Abt Associates' longitudinal study of educational change in ‘tural
America was a five-year study of an experimental program in which ten
small, rural school districts were funded (National Institute of
Bducation) to improve the quality of their local education. This
extensive study of the Experimental Schools Program utilized @ight
separate but coordinated efforts. The Abt Associates longitudinal study
appears to exemplify an evaluation of change and impact. A study of such
magnitude is not conducted easily or inexpensively; the wealth of
findings can make the effort well wor thwhile.

. Adams, Kay Angona and‘Jerry P. Walker. Improving the Accountability of
PY Career Bducation Programs: Evaluation Guidelines and Checklists.
The Center for Vocational Education: OHhio State University, 1977..

This guide is one of a series of five handbooks intended to help local
education personnel with measurement and evaluation. The handbook is
. divided into thirteen stand-alone units and organized around an

PY "Bvaluatiorf Profile.® The profile is used to highlight critical

4 ingredients for planning, implementing, communicating and using the

regults from evaluations of career education programs. The units
themselves are organized around checklists for assessing in detail the

- ) different aspects of an evaluation plan, instruments and reports.

Bank, Adrianne and Nancy C. Snidman. Guidebook for Evaluating
Dissemination Activities: Regources for NDN Practitioners.- Center for
the Study of Evaluation: UCLA, Los Angeles, 1981.

] This guidebook was developed by the Center for the Study of Bvaluation

® under a subcontract from THE NETWORK, Inc. The two-year effort involved
participation of rumerous persons involved with the National Diffusion

Network, including numerous Developer/Demonstrators and State
Pacilitators. The guide approdehes evaluation as "a set of techniques
for finding out what works®™ so that analysis of the data, however
collected, can provide dirgection for improving the tasks of dissemination
as defined By the NDN.

-




Bateman, Peter (and Robert K. Yin. Targeting Educational Improvement
. - Services (draft). The Case Study Institute. Washington, D.C.
March 1981 ’

This report is one in a series of studies initiated in 1978 by
Par West Laboratory for Rducational Research and Development. The
gseries expdores issues of information equity in education. This
- ' report examines one specific issue: whether educational improvement
. services are being targeted to those in greatest need. The study is
® openly exploratory, degigned to assess (1) whether future research
would be fruitful and (2) how such research might be conducted.
Seven mini-case studies of selected service improvement organizations
. (S108) , conduits by which publicly funded new ideas or materials are
¢ - 7distributed to local schools for implementation in the classroom, 'are
< presented. The gummary section ofg the report provides tentative
Sy, lessons concerning four major questions: -

® To what extent do SIOs engage in targéting to minority or needy
users? .

)

® Is there a conflict for SIOs between the objectives of equity and
o improvement? ~

e If targeting is done, what factors make it succeed?

) ' ® If targeting is not don;, what factors inhibit such a stratégy?

.»\ A set of recommendations about furthet research is drawn from the
tentative lessons about these issues. Findings indicated that
taigeting does occur among the seven exemplary cases and that each

x §10 seemed in some way to be serving schools 1in need. Two types of
further research are recommended: confirmatory studies and
assistance studies (aimed at identifying ways of improving targeting

e - among existing SIOs). : _

t
\ L J

Paddis, Bonnie, Warren Evans, Marjlyn Hartzell, Patricia Ruzicka and
Kathryn Morimitzu. Bandhook: Bvaluating Program Implementation.
BSEA Title I Bvaluation Technical Assistance Centers. Northwest
® Regional Bducational Laboratory. Portland, Oregon., 1981.

The handbook was designed to assist school district personnel in
designing and conducting an implementation study. A step-by-step
approach to evaluating program implementation is presented. The

. handbook is divided into four sections, each designed to answer one
o of four planning questions as follows:

1. Do you know what area of your program you are go‘ing to evaluate?

2. Have you formulated specific evaluation questions?

® 3. Do you know how you will collect information to answer your
question(s)? ’

Q . 57
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4. Do yo/u know how you will Mfse information after it is collected?
< * / -
@ Extensive appendices of data collection instruments’ are included in
the Handbook ., - -

@ 7 !

' Faddis, ‘Bonnie and Maril'yn Bartzell. Simulation Activities: Evaluating
Program Implementation. BESEA Title I BEvaluation Technical Assistance

® Centers.. Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory, Portland,
Oregon. 1981. . . . .

, ” . .
. ' This book accompanies the Evaluating Program Implementation Handbook
. and contains simulation activities which correspond to the
explanations and examples presented in uxe’handbook.

¢ .

"Focﬁsed Review of Literature: Improving Bducational Practice,"
Interorganizational Arrangements for Collaborative Efforbs.
Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory. .Pebruary 1980.

.‘ This litéra_ture review, focused on defining and analyzing current
findings related to t improvement of educational practice, found
that achievement of imprx:ld practice was integrally related to the
adoption of innovations to the dynamics of planned change.
- {
The literature review identified-three factorg seen as critical to
PY causing improved educational practice:
e Appropriate information that addresses the real and percefved
problems of practitioners

® Acquisition of new, personal skills necessary to carry out an
Py implementation

- ® Availability of skilled technical assistance in dealing with the
political realxties associated with a change effort

- y

® Hughes, Phillip, N. Russell, D. McConachy and W. Harlen. Questions to Ask
When Planning an Bvaluation: A Procedure for Planning School
, Evaluation Where Access to Extensive Inservice or Extensive
Consultant Assistance Is Not Possible. Teachers As Evaluators
Project. Curriculum Development Centre. Canberra, AuSBtralia,
_March 1980. )

In the foreword, the authors state that "experience shows that when
teachers actively participate in planning an evaluation, they develop
a strong commitment to both the conduct of the evaluation and the
implementation of its recommendations.”™ This monograph was developed
with that experience in mind. The monograph is divided into four

® gsections: Resourc#Document 1 - "Questions to Ask When Planning an
Evaluation," Resource Document 2 - "Curriculum Evaluation: an
Introduction®, Resource Document 3 - "Bvaluation of Dimmesdale High

School® and Section 4 - "A Plan for Evaluating a Pastoral Care
System.”
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Kiefert, James and Arthur Maser. Prgram/Project Evaluation, @ide.
University of Washington Press. March 1977 ‘ :
This document is designed to be used as 4 workbook for planning the
evaluation of a program or, project. As such, it can serve as a
program planning guide as well as a program evaluating guide.

.

Long, Susan A. and Randall A. Cognetta. Questionneires: Their
Development and Use. San Mateo County Office of Education.
September 1978. '

-

‘Questionnaires can be a useful tool for assessing the impact of
dissemination activities. However, the construction of a
questionnaire that will yield useful, valid results can be a
difficult task. This monograpli describes the construction and use of
questionnaires: ; '

Sections in the monograph include: (1) advantages and limitations of
the questionnaire, (2) parts of a questionnaire, (3) pre-testing the
tryout of a questionnaire, (4) the cover letter, (5) distribution,
(6) getting them back and (7) compiling and analyzing responses. '

Louis, Raren Seashore, Sheila Rosenblum and James Molitar. Linking R&D
‘With Schools -- Strategies for Knowledge Use and School Improvement:

A Summary. Abt Associates, Inc., for the National Institute of
Bducation. July 1981.

[N - N

This document presents an overview and major outcomes from a
three-year study of NIB's Research andDevelopment Utilization (RDU)
program. Leasons, findings and implications from that program which
may be*useflil in designing future dissemination and school
improvement activities are discussed.

- ~

Madey, Doren L.; et al.  Interim Report: An Evaluation of NIE's State
DImeemination Grants Pr09ram. NTS Research Corporation. Aygust 1979,

The NTS Research Corporation's study is a multl-year effort sponsored
by NIE's Program on Dissemination and Improvement of Practice. The
study of the capacity building component of the State Dissemination
Grants Progtam is guided by two major questions:
-
o Is dissemination capacity being built as a result of this
Program?r If so, how? '

I1s the Program having an effect? If 80, what is the nature of the
effect?

Of particular use to disseminators interested in evaluating impact of
dissemination activities are the processes and procedures used by the
NTS Research Corporabwion in this study. Information #n process,
procedures and instruments can be extrapolated through analysis of
this and other reports resulting from the study.
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Ppwen, John. The Impact of the Australian Sciencé Education Project 6n
Schools. Curriculum Development Centre. Canberra, Australia. 1978

The Australian Science Education Project developed materials for
science education in grades 7-10'during 1969-1974. The project
represented the first program of curriculum materials developed on a
nationwide basis, and was fully supported by Australian and all-State
Departments of Edycation funds.

This report is an account of the dissemination phase of ASEP in
1975-1976. The study investigates the extent of the use of . the
materials, the reasons for the first purchase of ASEP materials by
schools; and gxamines barriers to the usg of the materials. Factors ,

are analyzed both on a state-by-state basis and on the basdis of case

atudies of schools in each state.
-+

.

Because the study was concerned with a range of questions related to
the impact of ASEP materials on Australian schools, a combination of
methods was used to obtain data. Information was collected from
government department records, from historical documents, and through
interviews with teachers and other persons who were potentially
influential in the diffusion of ASEP materials.

Roberts, Jane M. E. Implementation of Innovations in Educational
.Orqanization and Instruction: Working Paper. Research for Better
Schools, Inc. June 1978

This paper describes numerous models, studies and research findings
related to'the -implementation of innovations in edycational
organizaton and instruction. The implications of research on the
processes, infltdences and effects considered to be important

 variabies in the implementation of eddcational innovations are
discussed. -

Schmidt, Richard E., John W. Scanlon and James B. Bell. Evaluability

Assessment: Making Public Programs Work Better. Project SHARE.
Human Services Monograph Series, No. 14. ¥November 1979.

This monograph was designed to describe techniques that can be used
in making public programs work more effectively. The document is
targeted toward evaluators who, are charged with informing management
and policy officials about the effectiveness of their programs. .The
method described is intended to make pq!ﬁible a closer link between
management and evaluators, in the hope that the net result will be
Detter program management and more effective programs.

"Bvaluability Assessment” (EA) is a descriptive and analytic process
intended to produce a reasoned basis for proceeding with an evalua-

tion of use to both management and policymakers. The process was
developed by the members of the program evaluation group of the Urbqﬂ/
Institute between 1960 and 1978. The object of an EA is to arrive at =

a program description that can be evaluated--a descrjption that '
permits a program to be measured with some reasonab&ssurance that

the evaluation can be done and that predetermined ex tations can be
realized. .
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Siéber, $am D. Rnowledge for What?: An Evalua n Educational

Dissemination System. U.S, Virgin Islands, Department of Education.
Janu 1981. e

.

This repogt,presents the procedures used in and results obtained from
a surveykof primary clients' satrsfactxon with the virgin Islands
Bducational Dissemination System, Departqent Sf Education ing its
first year of operat1on. The Virgin Islands dissemination projéct is
a State Capacity Project which uses full-time "linkers” (field
agents) who meet ‘with clients at all levels of the educational -
system, learn about ‘the information needs, refer the client's request
to a;computerlzed retrieval agency in th{ states, and deliver the
information to clients when i% arrives. k special pur se’of the
study was to determine whether the impact of the service could be
enhanced by concentrating on certain "promising ientd* Ja procddure
known as market segmentatxon) The report rgﬁgge a System

‘Assessment Survey déBlgned by -the author to-be used "the evaluation.

Bf State Capacxty guildlng Pro:ects. The Survey is lable from
the‘author upon request. .

) / T~ , ‘,_"‘;;

Smigh, Nick L., editor. Metaphors for Evaluation: Sources of New

e

Methods. Volume I, New PersPectives in-Evaluation:
Sage Publlé%tions, Inc. Beverly Hills, California. 1981. -

I
This boék reports on the results of seven efforts to 1dgntify new
methods for use in evaluation ‘by studying existing procedures used in
other disciplines.

0 t » .
.. New-Techniques for Evaluation. Volume II, New Perspectives

€ 1981.

in Evaluation. Sage Publications, Inc. Beverly Hills, California.

~ ~

This volume introduces a range -of new evaluation techniques gﬁd
discusses their applxcatxon. Included are cost analysis methods,
exploratory data analysis methods, criticism methods for appraising
%}.\uation studies, product evaluatddn methods and Journalistxc
R methods.

Weber, Margaret B.. "An Evaluatidn Model for Innovative Individualized
Programs,” Studies in Educational Evaluatxon, Voi. 3, No. 2. Summer
* 1977. (Pp. 87-93.) ) g

-

This artiele describes the tri-level pr&ess model used in the
evaluation of an innovétive secondary program. Findings and implica-
tions for the evaluation of innovative progyrams are discussed. It
wag found that Level I (leatrner dlagnosxs and development) and Level
III (evaluation of the program as compared against a criterion

' program) of the program evaluation process did not yield usable
data. Level II (where the innovative program i9wjugged against its
own objectives) was)the on;y area in whlch traditional evaluation
nethods were productive. -
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: . . P .
Webér suggests that the issue of "effective s" must be determined
internal to the program to be evaluated if commitmemt to responsive
9 change is indeed important. She points out that it is thig thrust
that emphasizes "needs assessment” in evaluation, as needs assessment
is a synonym for the identification of expressed drives. Therefore,
progras effective*ss an be determined only by assessing-the "fit"
between program outcom¥y and expressed needs. ..
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